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construction was not ated within the time interval 
following init approval during which the applicant could 
have easily obtained all subsequent permits. 
Nevertheless, one may argue that any delay in 
reaching the discretionary decision on a project must be 
assumed to be transmitted consistently to all subsequent 
steps in the project up to and inlcuding project completion 
s assumption may be valid for many projects but is per-
haps doubtful for, say, a 1000 unit subdivision which is 
planned for a build-out of approximately 100 units per 
year for 10 years and for which the approval of the tenta-
tive map was delayed four months due to CEQA. Accordingly, 
any treatment of the cost of delay problem must take into 
account the true disruption of cash flows and net benefits 
through completion of the project. Furthermore, one should 
really consider these factors over the total life of the 
project not just through project completion. This refine-
ment is not totally academic when one considers the com-
plex flow of public and private revenues associated with off 
shore oil leases, and certain public works projects. 
For those entities that are funding projects from 
a backlog of "environmentally cleared" projects, it can be 
argued that there are no inflation, carrying or foregone 
opportunity costs assoc with de encountered before 
were put backlog. This argument is based on 
the idea that true cause of delay in executing the pro-
ject is lack and as long as there is a backlog, 
all events preceeding entry into the backlog do not affect 
the rate of ject execution. One must also assume that 
the way projects are selected from the backlog is independ-
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impacts ident the EIR and 
not have otherwise been implemented 
mitigation of no more than $2,000 
Assuming 50% of all private 
to mitigate adverse impacts we obtain 
2510 projects x .50 = 1255 
@ $2,000 per project= $ .5 
Mitigation costs on major 
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The impact of inflation is a source of 
confusion in making statements cost of 
While delay clearly affects price, the cost " on 
the consumer or public must take into account 
ity to pay. Assuming that the consumer's 
will keep pace with inflation 
is no "cost" impact associated 
estimated that the overall cost 
the neighborhood of $50 11 
sum is less than 0.8% 
on the order of 0 5% 
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TABLE I I I. 6 
ESTIMATED APPROXIMATE INCREMENTAL 
COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING CEQA 
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It is also 
where 
terest groups which would have one way or the 
other regardless of CEQA, the Coastal ssion, etc.) 
were responsible for delaying start of construction much 
more than CEQA. In this particular j sdiction CEQA 
had become the whipping boy for a col of planning, 
political, and workload factors which simultaneously im-
pacted the permit issuance process 1972 and 1973. 
A statistic of some recent interest in the State has 
been the impact of CEQA on the cost of a residential unit. 
From Table III.6, if it is assumed cost impact to the 
private sector is on the order of $35 million and that ap-
proximately 55% is incurred in residential projects (See 
Table III.l) then one might conclude that approximately $20 
million is incurred on residential projects. Assuming that 
current construction of residential units is on the order of 
125,000 units per year, one obtains a cost of approximately 
$150 per unit. This does not include inflation effects. 
Clearly, this statistic is of limited utility in reaching 
conclusions as to the social-econornic impact of CEQA since 
it is unclear to what extent any incremental housing cost 
attributable to CEQA is being the developer 
versus the purchaser, and, perhaps more importantly, how 
it is distributed across low to high cost housing. 
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